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| ,‘Houéé of Representatives,

Subcommittee on Oceanagraphy, -and

Subcommittee on Fisheries'and‘wildlife Goﬁservgtion

~

a- ~_,‘ o ‘ - , and the Environment,

9 . . | ‘ W&Shingtbn, ) D.o C..

10 | ‘The Subcommittees met, pursuant to notice, at 10:25 a.m.
. 1t in Room 1334 Longworth House Office Building, Eon.'thn'B.A.

i2“ Breaux (Chaiiman'of the Subcommitteéf, presiding.

13' . | ‘Present: Raprésént#tiVes Breaux, Métcalfe; Stu"&'ds,j

13 Zeferetti, éhérstar, Hughes, Mikulski, Boﬁior, Akaka, i

15 'Forsythe, aﬁd"?ritchard. . a - !

18- Staff present: Ernest Cofradd;‘Chief Counsel; Thomas

7l R, Kitsos,‘Prdfessibnal Staff{Membéf? Jack E. Sahds,,Deppty

iy 18 Minority Counsel; Judy A. iawﬁsend, Professional S&a?ffugm-
19 I bver, Grant Wayne”Smiﬁh; Professional Staff Member; Donna Kay
20 % jJirkin, Subcommittee Clerk; and Curtis L. Maréhall;ﬂ?ro-'

» 21 fessional staff, Minority. ' . - ' : ,

22 || - o ;_w_- -

ﬂ@’ ?f 23 Hr.’ﬁr?aux. The Subcommitteeton‘Fisheriés and Wildlife

2¢. f.,¢onservatio§ and the Environment, and the:Subcommittee on

zﬁ;“ Oceanography will please cnme 0 order.
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The Chair‘would like to recognize the presence of a
"1quorum for a markup. |
The Chair would 1ike to announce that two subcommittees

- are meeting’for the purpose of marking up one bill, He Ra.

L | 4297 the ocean Dumping Authorizations, and then ve’ Will

meet for the purpose of marking up two additional bills in
'””the“Snbcommittée on'Ooeanography,'the sea grant autﬂorlzation |
i fand also NACOA authorizations. s o
Today, the Subcommittees on Oceanography and Fiﬁheries
and Wildlife Conservation and the Environment w111 conduct
markup on H. R 4297, a bill to amend. the Marine Eroteotion,
“Re#@atch and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, to authorize approp:ia- i¢~
| tions for Flscal ‘Year 1978. ”,‘” : T;T*~. ’ "f .i~ |
| ,Bniefly,‘this Act is dividod inéo thnéo.parﬁnsfiitio I"
RS -ootobiishes a’ﬁoiioy:¥oipre§en£ oﬁiﬁﬁfictly limitﬁtﬁérénmpingnn
h of'méﬁerioln,WhiohjadvoroelyanféotJ%ne mafine”éhﬁifonment;'
“In addition, this title authoriies the creation of an
ocean-dumping'péfmiﬁ”program'fd”Bé*ﬁﬁministerea by:ﬂﬁﬁ nnd
the Corps of Englneers; Title II authorizes NOAX -tio Uonduot
research on;ocean poliution; and, 1ast1y,urit1e I;I*prbv;des
for théfdesignaﬁiohnand regulafionfof'marine aancéaafiesé
'ThejManiné“Proieotion Regearch and éanctué&£é§fﬁé£ of'
1972, oomnoniy'known as_the Ooéan Dnmping Aot;[ié,oné,of'a
. myiad ofilnﬁé passed over the iasﬁxdoondeiintendodgno pnOf

tect. our énvi;onment.
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For many of these laws, the road to successful iwplementa--'

tion has been far from smooth. The Ocean Dumping Act is no

SL'MeXCeption._ o

& I feel that during the next decade, the colieoERVe vigi-

& | lance of those of us concegnedpwith oceanie'ﬁatters‘will Qe'

' co “required to enéﬁfe”the proteoéion'of'the_marine'eﬁ&ironmeﬁt,g‘

7 As iand‘and fresh—water-besed“Waete dispoéélraﬂ&*polln-

8 tion‘activitieshbecome incr-asingly moze restrictive}‘it iS'
~'sfﬂjﬁmportant th;tfthe oceans, which have traditionally suffered
g0 ffcm a "Big éink“-perceptioh,'be'afforded oompatabletprotee-
e .éign:‘ |
R4 "One step ih the direction of accompiishingeth§$Eis to
33"‘ensure that the Qerioua programs authorized inthe Oﬁéﬁh Dﬁmp4
35‘§*ing'not receive adeduate funding. = "\
gyl This Act, under previous Admihiétrations,,haelﬁﬁffered
16‘-'chronically from low ievels of appropriations'eeiéeebmmended
17 lby OMB. For 1nstance, until Fiscal Year 1977, Title IX had
104 eceived no moneys and Title III has yet to be appropriated
1 {| any funds. i’ : o - :

A“ao“ The blll before us, H. R. 4297, authorlzes $4 8 million
S a1 to be approprzated for purposes of Title I, $6.0 milllon to be

22  appropr1ated for purposes of Tltle II, and $500 000* tp be
as | approprlate for purposes of Title III. ;
af‘ Because NOAA has not been appropriated moneys under Title
25 I 11 until this ycar, the functions of dump—site characterization

i; . ;m;;f_ tjé
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'surveye, formulation of dump-sgsite environmental impact state—
| ments, as well as continuous mon;toring of dump eites, have
" been possibly only through reprogramming funds, the. operation

' of éimilar programs mandated by other laws, or funds-

3t functxons has been far from adequate. -

E‘CIULSG alone is on the order of $200 000 to $400, 000.
g complete baseline survey requires anywhere frOm two’ to four
g“such cruises;

i3 L:at 1east two such cruises a year.

;“over 120 dredged material dumptsites.'
agff .
ﬁilmne surveys have been conducted on only two actﬁw.n

“If and one proposed sludge ‘dump site in the New York :

- provide the opportun;ty for NOAR to initiate a strong-and

i 10ng-overdue ocean pollution research program.

'ifh;will allow EPA and NOAA to more adequately monitor and study :

Jocean-dumping activities..

4

appropriated to EPA under Title I. :
. :

i It is ny feeling that the 1eve1 of operation of ﬁhese

"According to EPA, the current cost of one«moﬁitoring}

A
The monitoring of one dump site a;pnearequrree

" To give you an idea how massive this prohlem i%@ there

.....

According to EPA's ‘annual report, issued in 199

I feel the authorization levels included in H;

i
3

"In additlon, H. R. 4297 will prov;de a fundingjlevel that

A
).

It was announced by the Chairman at fhe"hearing on Ocean

i
[
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'Xnumping~that'we were merely considering the'authdriZﬂfionjof

Y
2 this 1egislation and it was -the intent of the Chair, after
o, ‘8| ‘as passed the May 15 deadline for authorization bills, to ;go
- 4|l into extensive oversight hearings on the actual functiqns;of
5| the Ocean Duéping Act and how they are being'éarriédyout.z
' 3'} So with:those oﬁening ramatks, ﬁr. qusythé,'dalyou’aava
;' TP"a‘atarement befora we proaeed? | :
| 8 - Mr. Fbstythe. Nb-l
91 Mr. Breaux. Would counsel give a brief explanation of ;
. 10" what I said on the Ocean Dumping Act? | ;
11 | Mr. Smith. Essentially, the bill is divided into three
: 12 || parts. The &arine Protection Research and Sanctuaries Act has
“end 1 13| three titles:. |
4 Title Iiauthorizes funds to the Environmental Protecrian
15 || Agency for tﬁe'purpose of admiﬁistering the brogram:for,oaean
164”,aumping, 1ssuing permits, evaluating the applicants from ;
17;~.varlous municlpalitles and industries to determine wﬁether the
! g || material to be dumped falls within EPA's criteria,-and.it:is
" 19 also EPA's respbnsibility'to look inra alternatives.rbr d%s~
20 || posal of theéé:materials,intc'the Oceans‘ | B )
- E Title 1T is essentially a research section, auﬁhorizrnq
" 22"“ funds for NOAA t.o monitor ocean dum_psites, to monitor 'wha:;her-
z3 the material being dumped haa.an effect on rhe:marina\enviran-
24 | ment and is alsa their responSibiLiry to iook”iat9 marineé
25 «.alrérnativesé | | | |
. -
= e
» | j\f§>gg;7 o -
e TN ,
o .‘\\\i £




- omm e L N

REiPRIUCED AT THE NATIORA- ARORIMES

R O P PGS

é

i Title 111 also goes to NOAA for the designation and regula-

2 }' tion of marine sanctuaries. One is the United States monitor
f} “fS“”:site off North Carolxna and the other one is the COtal Reef
“JA“'Sanctuary off the Coast of Florida. i
*iéf" ' Essentially, the Committee bill is propoaing the’ 1evel of‘"/

6 funding for EPA, NOAA, and NOAA for ‘marine sanctuaries remain

:é, B at the same level as last year, which is an increase over the
a'ﬁ"President‘s request; | H
ol Title I is authorizing $4. 8vmiilion.A
i qof‘ﬁ}_gf Title II is authorizing $6 million and Title III’is .
41~ authorizing $500,000. Ay
f(:> - 12;;»'” Mr. Breaux. Would you cover the funding, what' haa b%en
Ws”eﬁhappening on Title Ir? | %
BT I understand there is ne money that has been apprcpriated

15 1 for Title IT and the research that NOAA has been doing is
-%G;.;research from funds ether than that;euntained in-Txpﬁe II%
g' o i |t Mr. Smith, Yes;'Title II was not apprbprratedtesrfunds |
18 1 until last year,:when they-were‘apprupriated'funds.fﬁr'loeking
1971 into the sex of ocean dumping on the marine envirénmént.
”29f" : This year, the Administration is requesting $2 7 million
- ‘2t I and the COmttee recemmendation‘ rémains the same ‘e{s}t "?Jg‘ast }jyear-,'

hi
i

)

227\l $6 milliom. S T .

They have been reprogramming same funds withtn NOAA under

Il a separate 11ne-1tem budget request which essentially just

2l allowed the fundxng'for the MESA project in NGW York, and did
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25

' to_have the site deéignatad.

?1’;{1 gg"kw.‘ i.

" not take 1nt6 account any other fundings along'the'nﬁiantic

or Gulf cané. i
Mr.'Bre;ux; Is there any discussion?.
My, Pri£chard. Mr. Chairman? |
‘Mr. Breaux. -Mr. Pritchaid is recognized. . ;

Mr.vPritchard. Could ydu give us some idea on what #héy

' spend money in maintaining ocean sanctuaries?

' Mr. Smith. They are preééﬂtly'spending-two -
Mr. Pritcharxd. How do they spend money?"A'

Mr. Smith. They spend money-monitoring the sanctuaries.

'There are rules and regulations~which;provide their“aCtivitiés

such as diving and certain dumgxng activities which don ¢ fall

within the Ocean Dumping Act and they just generally monltor

it to be sure that the rules andvregulationg are followed.

Mr. Pritchard. Half a million dollars?
Mr. Smitﬁ. " That is-what.is=being~praposed, ﬁéf”fbr the

two sites that are presently dqsignated, They do- not require

large amounts of money to maln ain* ﬁem; actually. The 1arge8t'

expenditure, sc far, has been in the promulgatlon of rules and

regulations and issuance of an environméntal impact*statement

.
1
The proposal is-that there are a number of sites which

l
th° Commerce Department and NOAA are considering, in addltion

to the ones presently designated.

A

Our in California and Seattle, they want to designaté a

* s




ki Monument.

Il mental impact statements for these projects. o i

=il: all the funds that are needed in this fiscal year¢~

- assessments that are anticipated?

é

killer whale senctunry. Also in the Virgin Islands, there is

| the - virgin Islands National Park and the Buck Island"National

:f.'g;"‘.,;-':.;

‘These funds would be expended for the issuanoe of envi:on—

Mr. Pritchard. I understand about that."

PRNEEOSEN

Mr. Breaux. Is there any other discussion?

Mr. Hughee; Mr. Chairmaa?

Mr. Breaux. The gentleman from New Jersey.

M. Hughes;f I’wonder-if*couneel can teli,ua whéther“the

.;Environmental Protection Agency has indicated that«these are

Hie next

fiscal vear to monitor the dumping program. to«ptoviae the

" research and: development and to take care of the en. rbnmental \

Mr. Smith ‘You are talking. about Title I,IEN.-;':‘{S ntially?

t Mr. Hughas. Yes.

Mr. Smith. No; aotually this would be moxe: théﬁ?hae ‘been

18} done in the past. It will not cover all dumping | "*because
25?': there are some 11 &umplng gsites that atre presently o%f.the
' 3£;ffAtlant1c Coast. IEE P
zzi If the amount of Funds authorized by the Gommittee wereA
| 23t:"appropriated, NOAA would be able to monitor seven- oj‘the 11
243jl.dump,91tes as opposed.to some four that‘they are ptesentli
25 monitoring. ; 4 S g N o h
.
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I 106 miles off the Coast of New Jersey.

_165"

 monitox?

9
All of the dump gites would not be able to be monitoéed

: properly.

My, Hughes. thch would not have ‘been monito:ed properly?
Smith. There are some off the Gulf, off the Coast of
Galveston and New Orleans.
Additional funds would Qoﬁinto Dump Site.No.'IOG; It is

They will try to j

" determine whether that could be used for dumping éiﬁes for

Philadelphia and Camden.

3
"
'

Mr. Hughes. Hew much of the funds would be used to .
15

Mr. Smith.' To properly monxtor a dump site, one would

need to conduct between two and four cruises at oceanographic

} x

research 1evels. One cruise would zequire $400 000. So for

. each dumpsite it would be $6 million maximum to properly con-

duct a baseline survey. Multiplied by 11 times, we are talking\

about somewhere in the vicinity of $17 million.

If you are g01ng to maxinum levels for properly monitor-

ing them and considering ali the dumpsites, a full basellne

- gurvey would be conducted on those dumpsites.

Mr. Hughes. Why, for instance, was it not congidereé
iniportant, or'a priority to monitor the dumpéffesfoff30uré
Chairméﬁ‘slséores? '

1 do not know the answer to that queétion.

.‘

I would assume that the reason they are not considering that

Mr. Smiﬁh
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d“‘a<priority dumpsite is because of the volume offweste'dumped
2-1{off the Gulf Coast as compared to the waste dumped off New
(:) -3l York and New .Jersey. . o | "'d"‘ - ﬂ'
,'Jfl” Mr. Breeux. 1f you wdll yield{ on the history'of:the
"S:‘ difference between actual authorization and appropriation,
'%E*'”haen't the actual appropriation always been less than what e
é ”j*'”have authorized? .
? g M, Smith.' The committee haS'historioall? reoommended
9&”'1evels hlgher than the Administration has requested and’ higher
- ldud than the Appropriations chmxttee has approved. ;
1 Last year ‘was the first txme we ‘saw a change. 'é'
(:} g |l Last year was the first year that any funds were .'Aé
| N & '.appropriated under Title II. ' We had a higher 1eVe1 before
“5$;w"we went into markup of some $6 million for Title iI and the
"1é*f Office of Mauagement-and Budget oeme 1n with e-request:off
16 " $5. 6,'which &ae'a'difference}of 34001000. It is thé“flret \
vt ‘tt“ time they had actually requested funding, so most of the mem-~ {
‘% ”iﬁ'h:bere‘felt thﬁt.there was a ehange inwpolicy. That dia not
16, | océus: ’ S o e
] '*zafi”d““J”Mr.'Hugues. .So for us to do'elthorougﬁ'5ﬁﬁﬁoffﬁbnitorino
_;?. % gfd ‘in the United States,:we would”heve"to‘have.e;t&t&iﬁﬁﬁprooriA— :
, © 2z | tion of $17 millien? o | : |
ﬁéé;'@- -é&f R *Mr. Sﬁitﬁf’“That‘iS'if'it'ls'tefen'to the“meximum-st;ge.
d é'é 3§d:fThere has been ‘some disouesion during the Committee hearings
}4; ’3&‘}§whether in. 1ight of the fact. that there 15 a 1981 deadline
2
- - ':,.:('._f A L
S e T
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Cﬁb 1 | phaseout on:ocean dumplng vhether, as a POIiCY quest:ion, YO“
- 2 || shourd expend the money for monitoring sites that you know will \
. 'i‘ be eventually'phhsed out or whether Werahould be'IodKing at
‘(;j 4 alternatives to oceans for dumping.; | S %
5 Mr. Hughes. I would offer an amendment which would,g
| C
.; '6* 1egislatively"iﬁboee'a deadlide. "I do not believe ﬁhe‘En?i:on’
: “57:'Tmental.Protection Agency and I do‘noe think‘ihe mﬂniﬁiba¥399.
! ‘e*f‘and industries that are really dumping believe it. ;
9 | It is time that we pay attention to that proposed cutoff
\ ~io--?”date legislatively. | | ﬁ
18 | Mr. Forsythe. will the gentleman yield? E
- 2 | - Mz. Breenx. The gentleman from New Jersey i# recognized
"(;) i3 I for five minutes} | _ Ty
14eﬁ'” ' Mr, Forsythe. Thank you,'Mf.,Chairman. v
5 I was rather viqlrously really opposing the spending of
16 i substantial gums in this buginess of looking at,newzdumpsites
, 17- or this whole area. R “
é s Thase funds ought to be used to find a solution towaed
; 19: "ending ocean dumpxng and money should be put into reseerch.
29 In this short time frame, the proposed Pplan is still epending
~2ﬁvf3mpney for naw pliaces to dump. I think it is pretty :
| € e fidieulousf but life is life, - -
a3 To beatfﬁhat deadliee, we stillfhave_to;wetch Veiy elose—
. 24" ly those tha; we .do have. Forethat,feason,fI Wlll suépor;
25;‘ this legislation as it is drafte&.end we will be continuieg
. .o.'jfigif;;j
ERRRNEE ;T\\<;
/t o o . P
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g

to wateh it, partxcularly in the oversight hearinqs.

'-not sure anyone believes we are going to -do whet we have been

‘saying fer ] long period of tlme.

“open at any point.

~ Protection Agency over a dumpsxte off of Maryland and to settle

'that in the Dmstrict Court, what dia they do?

* Jersey filed-euxt, they would move it to New Yorki“'“»

“and I do not want to_epend any mone&'unneCesseniiig'But it
'seeﬁE‘to;me that we-ought to Be'thing tO‘detefﬁiﬁe What xmpact_i
"the dumping has on allthe areas where we are dumping ‘and it |
”may be spendxng money perhaps in a fashlon where you and I

'”wouldn't wané to spend the money: but it seems” to me that,we

ff;are only reahly approachlng the questlon in a Ve:y'eu:eorg

12

The Chazrmen has promised us to put as much heat on the

§

Aﬂministration as we can in this area.

? : . 5

I would' aqree with my colleague ‘from New Jersey. I am o

4
v

Mr. Breaux. The Chair has announced that the bill- is
" Do you have an amendment?

Do you want to offer an amendment?

Mr. Hughes. Will my colleague yield?

‘Mr. Forsythe. Yes.

i;

‘Mr. Hughes. Maryland filed suit egalnet the Environmental

They moved it off to New Jersey And I expeét‘if New

M
W

Then I would expect that Mr. Zeéferetti would‘bé objecting.

"We are dumping.in other areae,as mny colleééuée“%@ll know,

v
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S - ot
. 1
T ]
'11{ N %
. N
— RN i
N ) . O
. \{ . R AR - .
™ K o P
N .
e [ \
o = N .
. \\\. R
. N .
- N &
I
. e e .
— . . \-\ -
t . e )
v N ~.,
\




REORICD AT THE NWATIONA. ARCHVES

13

17

1
14
15

16

15 -

13

" manner as to what impact ocean dumping has.

ol

There have been some suggestions that perhaps all dquing.

" is not bad. ~Perhaps‘1f we.take the toxic substances out of the|

T

dumping, perhaps it would act as a nutrient.

Mr. Foraythe. It is a part of the research?
Mr. Smith. Yes. - | i
In the ﬁeantimé,'we are damaging valuable areas.f|Wa?are

,“

mnnitoring'oély'certain-dum981tesv agd-th‘?.137wr°59‘
9 My, Zeféretti.' Wbuld you yiéld;'
167 ‘Mr, Foxéythe._*?es. -‘. | S P
1" M. seferetti. I thought under Title II there vas a,

provision for that type of research where we would know wﬁat.

the effects would be overall.

I think there is money allocated or put aside for that

Mr. Foréythe. It is true; but not nearly enoﬁgh, in&my

bl opinion. And really, every dollar we are still spendzng look-

- ingover new dumpsites I think could be better spent. '@,‘

;
I do not really take issue with my colleague from New

Jersey that we have to watch these dumpsites.

We have MESA,on the New Yorxk site tkat is. developing the

'type of research Lhat we need. as far as ocean dumplng is con-

1 .

. “cerned Lut this is a much broadex issue than this Iegislation
| zfi'lreally covers, and we should do 1t in oversight. . 5
8&{ .Mr. Breaux. The gentleman;from New,Jersej.
—~ e —te -
| L
""TB\\Z 5




B

S

o 1 3

‘|

15

'eewage sludge, but dredge spoil.

‘*,,Hughesz

- 14

‘ Mr. Hugnes. I have an amendment-at7the desk.

¥

Mr. Breaux. Will counsel read that amendment? 'I' think

“he has a copy.
Mx.‘Smith.

Some 90 percent’o?”ell ﬁhe

materialszdumped into the ocean is dredge spoil and not one g

site ‘has heen under evaluatlon effect it has on the environ-

RN

ment.

;ni;er. Hughes. I understand

 Mr. Smith.’ The amendment at the desk offered by Mr.g

foLeE

12'?%*' " "On page 2, after llne 14, lnsert the . foliowing new
13 sectlon° - wnt
d4~':“' "“Sec. 4.| Section 102 of such Act (33 U §: C 1412) is

" amended by addlng at the end thereof the following new sub- R

Under Title II, we are not just fafking about |

1§ ‘sectlon- y
17 :: ““(f) The Administrator may . not issue any pernmq under
ﬁgh thls txtle after December 31, 1981, for ‘the transpontation of
~1¢ || sewage sludge for tne purpose of dumping 1tv;n;o ocegn;waters.
'20--or into waters'ﬁescribed in section 101 (b) of thieeﬂaile.'
21" Mr. ﬁreaux., The gentleman ié-recognized forffiueiminutes
;é ‘in suppoit ofﬁhis,amendmentf | “
23_' Mr. Hughes.- Thank you, Mr. Chaiiman.
24 I won't take the five minutes because. we are running out
25 |l of time. | |

I

) . f\ig;yﬂii S

- \:’\’ \ .
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We are}going into session at 11 o'clock.

- The Envirohmental.Proteétion‘hgency has beenraéaurinq the

{| members of Congress who have'been concerned about ocean dumping |

s 4

that 1979 is the cutoff date. Yet, we have seen the waffling
that giées thé-major bolluters the'ideauthat:they~can.con%inue» 

I to take the same approach, the outaof-sight, out-of-mind

N o o

' approach that they have taken ¢n ocean dumpinq.

@

we have’ the technologyﬁﬁoday tq mova-ahead éﬁaﬁdo‘oﬁher"-
)l "things with.§1udge. It is noti a matter of not having the tech-.
- % nology. - - i " . h ﬂ' 53

12

13} area. Nobody wants a dumps

18 H;told us. - N f,§,
17 _ My amendment has the d

These thangs are destr

oy
@

=19 || My people are ext emely:concéihvﬂ _;the ocean dumpwng issue.‘
201 Tt has destroyea the New York Bight ‘aréa. They ane-iookipg
-gy“ for otner dumpsites off of.our beaches.

I have a multi-bilion~dollar tourist economy, the sacond=

'l.

»gé'. largest industry in the State of New Jersey, and we are :

'zﬁ‘i absolutely scared to death about what is happening to our

5‘}~waters off of our beaches and I am imploring my colleagues to

;‘ e | \ | l
, ) . "~,,\v-~‘ : ,.- "‘
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(23 Al support me on this particulai issue. ,
‘, ! 2  Mr. Studds. Willtyou‘yield?'l :
(:} 3 'ﬂr. Hughes. Yes. |
4 Mr. Stuéds. Does the gentlenan's concern exténd also to
5} the dumping of dredge spoil? . | -
gt Mr, Hughes. We know nothing about the impact of dredge
| i 7. bpolnt, as counsel indlcated nreviously. We do not'know yhat'
bl 87| “u we are doing to the marine envircnrent.' We ha#e'to=$ave
ai"alternatives to dumpinq this stuff in the ocean.
1@5;5 I am not saQing I.amntotaliy”opposed to all'foims of;'
.;f} dunping. The present approach to ocean dumping should be :.
@l g stopped by 1981. - B o '; l
,qafif: If our research and development establishes that we can
’“44:iddump thlngs safely into our ocean wmthout destroylnqaour ;
fﬂ”% ecosystems og marine environment -~ A .
. 15ﬁ5 Mr; étuéds. I agree. i
; iiffé‘ Hac the ' Env1ronmenta1 Protection Agency addres;ed dredge s
i f&; spoil dumping? |
i?t Mr. Hughes. No, they are planning‘to go mnto ffi
a01F dredqe sp011 sites the first time this year. ‘
' H : 'l’he Army Ccrpe of Engz.neers has been spend:mg, nnder!
22.: qeparate statute, segments of money to find the effect on:
3“2?5 ‘inland watere and marine envixonment.~
. 24 Mr. Studds. I am glad.
2 u It has en unhealth percentage>of eeWage'to ste:tcwitﬁ. 1
§ A B
‘:?ﬁxff :; -
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;ég .~ 1 4 support that;: ;
_‘a;} :

‘2"3’ ; Mz, Breaux. ‘Mr. Oberstar ia recognized for five minutes,
gy | Mr. Oberstar. _There does not appear to be in the pro-
"4 | posal here or in the legialation, however, any countervailing
5| pressure on: the Environmental Protection Agency or tha COrpa
‘ -_dﬁi;of Engineers to. proposa alternatives to ocean dumping. Igam3
) 7 || all for stopping it. - | . , g
% "8":. I think,}&t.the same time, we'heed some deadlingé.fbr
ﬁ?%.rhem to do the other things that are necgsséry.ﬂrhef?eseagch'
1; | 1ofirwithin a speqific.time.frame; the-prdposéls of;alternativé.r
‘_ji”':dtmp'sites, ﬁheﬁher'bceansor-land: and we,did;got;ggt~any;bf{”

5fwf«that in the course of our heatings.

‘ﬁzf ~ There is a sense of urgency in the gentleman s amendmente
. f

14--{| to terminate dumpinq by 1981. The record is ample that

15 términation;fs5needed, that a=deadline is nee@ed ﬁgpﬁrhe

16l ﬁgvironmental‘Protection Agency.

Sy - There is also needed -- and T say this on_thé‘hagis of
léyf‘my 3ittin§~through a hearingﬁthisuyear.and last-yeérﬁfequal

”‘gfi pressure and commztment from the Administration for adequate

*2°'V'funding and a deaaline at which to measure progress by the end
I & " of this year'or next. year, or fiscal, or whatever quideline
22. 1 you take to m{ake some progress on- this effort: and we _do not
lzs really have that in our bill- and we do not have that in the

|| gentleman's amendment.
25 || -

~% Mr. Hughes. will my colleague yield on that?
) o Yy
- I ST B
: N T T
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-9 || needed in the major metropolit#n:areas in particuielgEso we

W

17

18

i
2 1l
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24

e agih IRLENRY/

féff‘ocean dumping is the easiest and cheapest way out.

I they have done and they came up with nothlng. We. have to

2% |

- ¢gan stop oceénndumpiﬂg.» That has to come flrst.

'fcr gsome examples of technology, new breakthroughe end new

1g,’1developments whlch have ‘been déveloped as a result ofiwhat

find a way to put the squeeze on them to do researc“?’

“amendment.

18

Mr. Oberstar. Yes.

.

Mr. Hughes. 1 think myﬁcdlleagueiis absclufely:correctr

and I have introduced legislation to make sure'we‘comﬁit re-

‘ sources to the cycling technologies that do exist. and I have

b
o

been assured that we have enough lead tinme for the major

" polluters asiWell as ‘the minorgoneS'that a:e being phasedfoﬁt‘

=gradualiy to'heet enét deadline.

It is a matter of commltting our resources to do so but,

”';unfortunately because of the waffling that has been t&king

place, and because of the lxmiﬁed;ﬁundS“xn»many instarnces,
o i o : !

- thete is a general feeling thatl 1981 is the Aeadsal;ineéuand

v
We have tc focus attentlon upon the~technoleg1eszthat

4 estt and brlng on line the recycling facilltles that are

Mr.'Obefster. I asked the Env;ronmental Prote,tﬁon Agency

c el

Mr. Breaux. Your tlme has explred.

The Chair would like to comment on the gentleman k-3 q

fgﬂuw .

The principal of the Act as it has been paséed'ih.li 2
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‘ necessary toffind admeﬁaege,

" realistic and that we can:af

- AIRGHINES

19

1

'is not to eiiminete all ocean dumping but to prohibit or limit |
.;dompinq of materials that are hormfui to the ma:inelonviion-

ment. Thatsoasfthe goal.that was in~axistence‘1n thofpaoé.

Now,vthe particular pfoblemsﬁthat I know qive:the geﬁtlee

. men a great deel-of concern, I know io oheﬁcity o£'C§mden} the.
“Environmental Protection Agenoy has not issued: the City of
1 Camden a permit. They. denied a permit application and tho
Federal Court said‘that-we;have a practical problem. Yooihavé*'

Bewage sludge that is mountingiﬁp in your city and you will

have to do something with it.

. i
ig AW

't

Environimental Protection.

The Federal Court °rdei e i

Agency to come in and qive them an.w,mrgency permit on a three~

~month basis._ They have to oome back and- apply. It is on :an

" emergency basis.

I think we see for theyfirst time that we are finally

L f'-*xr

do thenresearch that-isr

_ Theiefore, I think we-a %proékesﬁ ond*we'jusﬁ

'have to, as a Committee, make sure that they are doing . the,

i

Job undexr the present existing statute. -
b ' &
Although it is a known goal to put in ‘an absolute pro—

hibition, it is not in the best interests of the problem.'

‘Therefore, do I hear the request?
. . f,’, .
Mr. Hughes. I so move. !

R
iy
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‘ '-'n-aye . o

| - .... I éd
Mr. Breéux.._Ail_thoseih favor, Signify by saying f;yé."-
(éhornséof,”aye.") - X
Mr. Breaux. Those ¢pposéd?
(No respéhse.) E - T ;
Mr. Bregug;. Any other comments?
'ThefpreVidué'question'is:in order. e K

All those in favor of the-hméhdméht;.signify‘By saying -

._"ayeo“ s ) . - » i

' .(choruS'df‘"aye;")
Mr. Breaux. 'A;l tﬁose'opp§s;&,;signify'hy saYihgt"ng;*
(Chorus of "mo.") SR R
Mr. Bie;ux.. The Chair will request a show of handé;i 

ALl those in favor of the amendment, signify by saying

\
\

. | oy
(show of hands.)

Mr. Breaux. All those opposed, "mo."

(Show of hands.) | |

m;ﬁww,Bya%wofh@mt&vﬂéha@mf@
the amendment and three against.

' The génﬁleman vote is closed.
’ . T o o f
Are the:e'any'otheraamendmentS? S ' S
" . - X - ’ . ) .. ' .' ’ ' . R ,“
Do I hear a request for the previous question on-the

final passége? 

' Mr. Zeferetti. I so move.

' Mr. Breaux. All those in favor of the bill t§ be reported

i :
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E. _omﬁiﬁtee-asramended signify by sajing *aye," j
: (Chorus of "aye *) |
Mr.'Brenux.- All those opposed, signify by saying 'nay.
'(No response )
Mr. Bregux. It will be reported to the full c°mm1ttee.
[ 3 | a@k u&&nimous consent:that-the'staif'makesany?techniegl
"@ 7 corrections and conforming chénbes hécéssary and teport‘it to
| g 8l the Committee. |
e There being no objection, it is ‘g0 ordered.
. "t - (Whereupon, at 10:55hagmu,ft””rabove-entitled matter was'
“ 1:: é@nciuded and the Suﬁqommif “djourned, to reconvene
" .;j‘: 12 | subject to-thé_call of th‘éx;
1 | - i
'15,. A
17 - 'i
v 18 L : - N
? 3} - | !
2
g 22 | | &
é‘ | 341 F ,
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